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SUMMARY

the proxy models

NECA's analysis ofBCM2

August 9. 1996

purposes. NECA designed its analyses to capture both the national and distributional impacts of

Pursuant to the Commission's Public Notice seeking comment on the proxy models

submitted in the universal service docket, CC Docket No 96-45, NECA has conducted extensive

a USF expense adjustment amount that rises significantly as the geographic region used to

analyses comparing proxy costs with actual cost data reported by the exchange carriers for USF

These analyses confirm that proxy model approaches should not to be mandated,

NECA's analyses illustrate that BCM2 approximates actual cost per loop more accurately

for the very largest study areas, and much less accurately for smaller study areas; that it produces

calculate the expense adjustment becomes smaller; and that it produces widely varying results

depending upon which set of assumptions are used NECA's comparison ofBCM2, CPM, and

Hatfield model results for the State of California produce results similar to those found in

especially for small or rural telephone companies Necessary considerations remaining include the

optimum level of disaggregation for determining model results, careful analysis of network design

assumptions and engineering standards, and identification of standards by which to judge proxy

models.
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I. INTRODUCTION

FURTHER COMMENTS ON COST MODELS

additional or revised cost models -- Bench Mark Cost Model 2 ("BCM2") and Hatfield 2.2, Release

August 9. 1996
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In the Matter of

Common Carrier Bureau Seeks Further
Comment on Cost Models in Universal
Service Notice ofProposed Rulemaking

NECA has conducted extensive analyses comparing model-based loop investment and

I ("Hatfield model") -- filed in this docket, as well as the original BCM and the Cost Proxy Model

Before the
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION

Washington, D.C. 20554

In the Commission's proceeding to implement section 254 of the Telecommunications Act

of 1996 (" 1996 Act") on universal service,l several parties have submitted cost models intended to

identify high-cost areas and to produce benchmark cost ranges for supplying basic residential

telephone service. Recently, the Commission issued a Public Notice seeking comment on two

("CPM").2

universal service payments to actual cost figures for the four proxy models submitted -- the BCM2,

1 Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service, Notice of Proposed Rulemaking and Order
Establishing Joint Board, CC Docket No. 96-45 FCC 96-93 (reI Mar. 8, 1996).

2 Common Carrier Bureau Seeks Further Comment on Cost Models in Universal Service
Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, Public Notice, DA 90-1094 (rei July 10, 1996)

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
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Hatfield models:

II. NECA APPROACH TO PROXY ANALYSIS

A. Overall Approach

August 9. 19962

NECA has evaluated the models at the national level and at vanous degrees of

the Hatfield model, the CPM, and in previous comments the original BCM. These analyses are

• Effects of disaggregation of service areas below the study area level on universal
service funding;

• Replacement of national investment-to··cost factors with study area-specific factors
derived from actual USF data;

described herein and their results summarized, with detailed data reports attached

Pending Commission adoption of some other standard, comparison to actual cost data seems the most

A proxy model, like any other economic model, should have a standard by which to judge its

reported by the exchange carriers for USF purposes These USF data have received years of careful

performance. In this filing, NECA's analyses compare proxy costs with actual, historical cost data

scrutiny and reflect the actual deployment of the natIOnal public switched telephone network

logical approach.

disaggregation. 3 At the national level, NECA's analysis measures the overall financial impact of using

proxies to calculate the amount needed to fund universal service, using the current Universal Service

Fund ("USF") algorithm as a guide NECA's analyses also measure proxy model sensitivity by

evaluating the impact ofchanging several assumptions contained in the original BCM, BCM2, and

3 National results for the BCM2 Model are described in this filing and included in the
Appendices. NECA had also completed a national analysis on the original BCM. See NECA
Comments at 76-82 (Oct 10, 1995), CC Docket 80-28t

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
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sensitive.

area-specific relationships between actual loop revenue requirement and loop investment data, taken

B. Model-Specific Analyses

August 9.1996

three levels of aggregation by census block group, bv serving wire center, and by study area.

compare results with loop-based actual USF data 4 \fECA also computed expense adjustment at

4 This calculation excluded switching investment and related expenses.

• Policy alternatives such as treating small companies differently than large companies
(~., using the current USF rule involving a 200K loop threshold); and

• Comparing assignment of CBGs to nearest wire center with assignment of CBGs to
nearest-owned wire center.

into costs The first method converts loop investment amounts to loop cost amounts using study

NECA used two methods to convert loop investment data computed by the proxy models

national level. NECA extracted the loop investment portion from the proxy models in order to

NECA compared BCM2 loops, costs, and expense adjustments to actual USF data at the

These represent only some of the many basic assumptions to which proxy models are potentially

from the 1995 USF payment data set 5 These relationships will be called study area factors (SF).6

The second method converts proxy loop investment to loop cost using the BCM2 sponsors' national

5 Universal Service Fund 1994 Submission of 1993 Study Results by the National Exchange
Carrier Association, Inc. (filed Sept. 30, 1994)

6 The USF - Study Area Factors (SF) are computed using the original view data for 1995
USF payments. Each study area's unseparated loop revenue requirement is divided by its gross loop
investment to develop the factor. Each factor is multiplied by the proxy loop investment for the CBG
to derive unseparated loop cost (BCM2-SF) The CBG costs are then summed to the study area level
for comparison with USF data.

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
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III. SUMMARY OF CURRENT RESULTS

center, and census block group levels

the BCM2, are continuing.

August 9. 19964

model and awaits national data from the CPM sponsor Further analyses of these models, as well as

loop cost results with USF data for that state. NEC.\ continues to process data for the Hatfield

Proxy loop costs and loop counts were then llsed to compute USF expense adjustments

between the two for various sizes of study areas It illustrates that BCM2-SF approximates actual

Table 1 provides the actual average cost per loop, BCM2-SF proxy cost per 100p,9 and the difference

The following tables illustrate NECA's comparison of model results to actual USF cost data.

investment-to-cost relationships These relationships wi1l be called national factors (NF)7

pursuant to Part 36 Rules 8 NECA computed the {[SF expense adjustment that would be produced

if exchange carriers were to report costs, as identified by BCM2, to NECA pursuant to the

Commission's Part 36 rules The expense adjustment was computed at the study area, serving wire

NECA also analyzed the BCM2, Hatfield, and CPM for California study areas and compared

7 The USF - National Factor (NF) is a weighted average factor from BCM2. Each CBG's
proxy loop investment is multiplied by a national average factor to get the BCM2 unseparated loop
cost excluding the "other expenses" account To add "other expenses" into loop costs, NECA
allocated them between loop and switching on the basis of their shares of gross investment.
(BCM2-NF).

8 47 CFR § 36.601 et seq. Proxy loops used for expense adjustment calculations included
business as well as residential loops consistent with current actual USF expense adjustment
calculations

9 BCM2-SF data were selected for table summarization since they are based on study area
investment-to-cost relationships similar to the actual USF cost data to which they are being
compared

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45



cost per loop most accurately for the very largest studv areas, and much less accurately for smaller

study areas This increased variance pattern for smaller study areas occurs with the BCM2-NF as

well. For the full data reports by study area, see Appendix A.. for BCM2-SF data and Appendix B for

BCM2-NF data. 10

TABLE 1 - BCM2-SF Cost Per Loop Comparisons
(USF Study Area Cost Factors)

Study Area Actual Cost Proxy Cost Average Difference Range of Study Area
Line Size Per Loop Per Loop Differences

Dollars Percentage Lowest % Highest %

<5K $378 $800 $422 116% -90% 728%

5K-1OK $329 $610 $281 85% -67% 321%

10K-25K $331 $547 $216 65% -25% 301%

25K-50K $335 $468 $132 39% -21% 228%

50K-200K $332 $446 $114 34~/o -26% 94%
,-,

200K-IM $250 $310 $60 24% -35% 130%
.-

>IM $229 $225 -$4 -2% -40% 29%

National $242 $277 $35 I 14% -90% 728%
Total!! .1

Table 2, below, illustrates the effects on support funding of disaggregating model

calculations to smaller service areas It summarizes NECA's findings for the BCM2-SF when

loop cost data produced by the model are run through the USF algorithm at three levels of

disaggregation (study area, serving wire center and census block group) The most conspicuous

10 Supporting data for Tables 1 - 4 are all contamed in these appendices

11 NECA's data analysis currently reflects 1386 out of 1439 study areas. Missing study areas
are due to mismatches which are under investigation

NationaJ Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 August 9. 1996



observation is that the expense adjustment amount produced by the model rises significantly as the

geographic region used to calculate the adjustment becomes smaller For example, moving from

proxy study area level to proxy CBG level increases the funding by more than $4 billion. The

reason is simple - there is less averaging of high and In\-" cost areas as disaggregation moves

toward smaller service areas

TABLE 2 - Effects of Disaggregation on BCM2-SF Expense Adjustment
(USF Study Area Cost Factors; Current Part 36 Rules Applied)

Algorithm Actual Data at Proxy Data
Study Area Level Study Area

Level

Service Area $.6908 $24418,-,,_.-

at Proxy Data at Proxy Data at
Serving Wire Census Block
Center Level Group Level

$5350B $6.7398

Table 3, below, illustrates the effects of different mle treatment for large and small

companies using the current 200K-Ioop threshold mle as an example For the "study area" data

results, the USF algorithm applicable to study C![~~5l with more than 200K loops is applied to all

service areas that exist within study areas having more than 200K loops. For the "Service Area"

data results, the Part 36 200K algorithm is applied only when the loop count of the service area

itself (i.e., study area, serving wire center or census block group) exceeds 200K 100psl2 As the

table reveals, the effects of applying different formula~ to different size companies can be

significant when disaggregating to smaller service areas (e g, over a $2 billion difference in

funding at the CBG level)

12 Below the study area level there are few ifany service areas that would exceed 200K loops.

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 6 August 9. 1996



TABLE 3 - Effects of 200K Rule on BCM2-SF Expense Adjustment
(USF Study Area Cost Factors; Current Part 36 Rules Applied at Study and Service Areas)

Proxy Data at Proxy Data at
Serving Wire Census Block
Center Level Group Level

$3.660B $4.596B

$5.350B $6.739B
.-

at
a

Algorithm Actual Data at Proxy Data
Study Area Study Are'

Level Level
--

Study Area $ 690B $24418
- ..

Service Area $6908 $2.441B
,--""_.,,-,.,.,,

Table 4, below, illustrates that cost per loop and expense adjustment estimates are sensitive

to whether study area or national investment-to-co"t factors are used. The table shows that

substantially different results occur depending on which set of assumptions are used to compute cost

per loop and expense adjustment levels

TABLE 4 - BCM2 Effects of Cost Conversions Factors
(Current Part 36 Rules Applied at Service Area)

Source of Factors National Cost Per Loop Expense Adjustment at CBG
--

National Factors (BCM2-NF) $3163 $5.110B
... -

Study Area Factors (BCM2-SF) $2765 $6.739B
---_."-,,.. _'....

Table 5, below, compares model-based loops and cost per loop with actual cost data for all

three models for all California study areas]] These comparisons were done at the study area level

only for the state of California and are consistent with NECA's analysis of the BCM2 which shows

13 NECA has been able to complete only very limited analysis of the CPM and Hatfield
models to date. National data for CPM is not yet available. The data in Table 5 for CPM was
supplied by its sponsor The Hatfield data analysis is still in progress and has required a number of
complex assumptions The Hatfield model is difficult to process on a national basis in its present
form.

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 7 August 9. 1996



significant variance between various proxy model and actual loop cost calculations

TABLE 5 - Cost Per Loop Comparisons (all models for California)

2-NF CPM Hatfield
Loop CostlLoop CostlLoop

70 $56924 $356.22

90 $27474 $16591

03 $27958 $169.34

8

6

2

M
t/

Loop Size USF Cost/Loop BCM2-SF Be
CostlLoop Cos

Study Areas $46444 $336.18 $44
<200K

Study Areas $20889 $19124 $24
>200K

Total State $212.35 $19424 $25._.

NECA has also evaluated the effects of assignmg CBGs to the nearest wire center versus the

nearest-owned wire center 14 In aggregate, this issue has little effect on national results. It can,

however, produce dramatic shifts in the costs and support for individual study areas, especially small

study areas These differences partially explain the vanances between actual cost and proxy data

shown in Appendices A and B

IV. CONCLUSION

Ongoing NECA analyses in this proceeding continue to reveal variances between proxy results

and actual USF data which increase significantly for study areas serving smaller numbers of lines.

Changes to the most recent models have not ameliorated this trend. NECA analyses also continue

14 In determining an adequate network design approach, engineering standards must be
developed. The models do not construct a completely hypothetical network Instead, they use the
switches in place as the basis for designing the feeder and distribution plant Considering the use of
existing switches, the question is whether subscribers should be assigned to the closest owned switch,
the closest switch, or the actual switch being used to serve the subscriber. For example, BCM2 uses
the closest switch to build its network but this ignores the realities of study area boundaries, state
lines and geographic considerations (rivers, mountain',- etc)

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 8 August 9. 1996



to reveal significant increases to the USF expense adiustment totals due to disaggregating model

calculations to smaller geographic regions

NECA's analysis was necessarily limited Comparisons were performed nationwide with

respect to the BCM2 model. and for California data with respect to the BCM2, Hatfield and CPM

models A more complete analysis would require additional time and the necessary additional

nationwide data, and would also require resolution ,)f a number of open issues. In particular,

consideration needs to be given to an optimum level of dlsaggregation for defining service areas used

in proxy model calculations Among many other factors, this analysis must take into account

administrative complexity associated with more "granular" units, accuracy of available data, and the

timing of data updates

Numerous other technical issues also remain to be addressed For example, the models

proposed in this docket take varying approaches with respect to network design assumptions and

engineering standards Careful analysis of these assumptions is necessary to assure that the models

reflect actual cost characteristics and are technologicallv neutral

A similar problem emerges when trying to convert proxy model investment to annual costs.

Proxy investment-to-cost conversion factors are used The issue is whether it is more accurate from

a policy perspective to use national or study area specific cost conversion factors. Results ofNECA's

analysis shows substantial differences in fund levels a~ a result of this choice.

Finally, standards for evaluating the proxy models, ifnot actual USF costs, must be developed

and intended use(s) identified So far, it is unclear whether these models will be used as the basis for

universal service funding, di saggregation of study area costs or some combination of these or other

uses. Resolution ofthese issues would pennit more focused analysis and evaluation of model results.

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 9 August 9. 1996



NECA's analysis strongly supports its earlier flndings that proxy model approaches should

not be applied on a mandatory basis to all companies, and in particular, should not be applied to small

rural telephone companies 15 This conclusion is supported by sponsors of the models under study in

this docket 16 NECA continues to recommend that use of proxy models such as the BCM2 should

not be made mandatory

Respectfully submitted,

NATIONAL EXCHANGE CARRIER
ASSOCIAnON, INC

By,~/jj~~)
Its Attorney

"-7

August 9, 1996

IS See NECA Comments at 6 (April 12 1996). CC Docket 96-45.

16 NYNEX, for example, states that under its proposal, "the proxy model would be limited
to price cap carriers .. " NYNEX at 34 (Aug. 2, 1996), CC Docket 96-45. This was because the
proxy model "may not accurately portray the costs of a carrier that serves only a limited or a smaller
area, and this could cause financial harm to small carriers. For rate of return carriers . the
Commission should use actual study area costs to develop high cost assistance." NYNEX at 10-11
(April 12, 1996), CC Docket 96-45. Pacific Telesis states that there is "tremendous variation" in
individual companies' cost structures that relate to the companies' line size, and that the universal
service system should account for this variation. Pacific Telesis at 39 (Aug. 2, 1996), CC Docket 96­
45. See also, U S WEST at 20 (Aug. 2, 1996). CC Docket 96-45; AT&T at 24, 33-34 (Aug. 2,
1996), CC Docket 96-45

National Exchange Carrier Association, Inc.
CC Docket No. 96-45 10 August 9. 1996
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ANALYSES USING BCM2 RESULTS
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Adjustments.
A. Summary Report By State.
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Report 1
Proxy to Actual Comparison

Column 1. State or Holding Company

Column 2. USF Loops. Original View of USF data for 1995 Payout.

Column 3. BCM2 Loops include business and residence lines.

Column 4. Column 3 - Column 2.

Column 5. Universal Service Fund Unseparated Revenue Requirement. Original View
USF data for 1995 payout.

Column 6. Proxy Unseparated Revenue Requirement is developed from BCM2100p
investment. The proxy loop investment is multiplied times a study area
specific Carrying Factor. Cost company Carrying Factors are
developed from USF data. The factor is computed by dividing each study
areas unseparated revenue requirement by its loop investment. A carrying
factor of .35 is used for average schedule companies.

Column 7. Column 6 - Column 5.

Column 8. Actual CPL. USF Original View Data For 1995 Payout.

Column 9. Proxy CPL. Proxy Cost Per Loop. Column 6 / Column 3.

Column 10. Column 9 - Column 8.

Column II. Actual Expense Adjustment. USF Original View Expense Adjustment for
1995 payout.

Column 12. Proxy Expense Adjustment. The study area proxy cost per loop is used in
the current Part 36 USF Expense Adjustment algorithm.
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1 All.. 284,917 3t7,.M 22,917 .109,111 U43,it98 U4,311 U.3.22 ....sa ... .75.65 U7,Sit8 .it6,67. U9,1302 AL 2,'72,6"" 2, 292, 27lt 219,610 .561,103 "37,271 .275,it.. .271.05 .3ft3.05 t72.00 .22,429 .91,it22 .68,9933 AR 1,161,241 1,378,771 217,5St ••9,it.7 .591,.18 U'2,411 U35.3ft ....19 ••3 .73.69 U6,502 U04,267 .67,7654 AZ 2,191,208 2,245,325 M,117 •565,291 t763,616 U98,315 .257.98 U23.31 .65.32 Uit,701 .sa,SM .it3,.....5 CA 11,"7,392 19,173,06' 215,668 M,01',713 .3,724,124 .-286,sa9 UU.35 UI5... .-26.47 ....3,612 .59,.08 U6,2066 CO 2,191,521 2,213,190 22,362 .488,957 .588,91it .99,957 .223.11 .243.6 UO.lt4 M,174 .35,it62 U1,2U7 CT 1,156,765 2,064,402 207,637 M30,646 .517,675 .17,029 U31.93 U43.22 .11.29 .0 .4,156 M,156I DC 1.,169 745,891 -')2,')71 • 63,159 U'),"O .-24,19') .76.13 ....') ... .-26.45 .0 •• to') DE lt46,623 431,715 -lit,l. .')2,914 U25,175 U2,261 .201.04 U79.66 .71.62 to to to10 FL l,saO,752 .,576,it07 -4,3ft5 U,612,205 U,677,123 .6ft,,)11 UOit.42 U03.43 .-0.99 UI,I25 U6,..3 .I,Osa11 GA 3,501,137 3,sa'),l90 17,353 U,067,052 U,136,989 .69,937 UOit.71 .299.21 .-5.50 U2,I37 .70,736 .47,19912 HI 664,306 654,..... -'),422 Usa,3ft9 U67,0I6 .1,687 U ••37 .246.41 .1.11 to .0 to13 IA 1,431,236 1,651,735 220,499 .213,419 .498,488 .215,079 U98.02 .2M.36 .16.3ft .5,167 U09,216 .lO4,11914 ID 533,153 559,733 26,saO U51,488 U02,5M ts1,066 • 2M.13 .351.13 .67.70 .13,107 t26,145 U2,3•15 IL 6,942,111 7,4')2,597 550,416 U,129,913 U,S69,174 .439,261 U62.76 U96.29 U3.53 .... ,037 .52,030 .47,99316 IN 2,963,411 3,3M,171 394,697 .672,423 .999,616 U27,193 .226.91 .2M.05 ts7.15 U,674 U7,190 .3ft,21717 KS 1,379,908 1,529,319 14'),411 U71,ISS .525,155 U46,300 U74.SS U2I.OO .53.lt4 U1,555 .71,794 tsO,24011 KY 1,7M, 73ft 2,105,710 350,')76 .505,206 .7M,945 .249,739 .217.91 .3ft5.95 .sa.04 .9,424 .70,909 .61,41519 LA 2,101,5sa 2,335,619 23ft, 051 .653,474 .710,117 U26,643 UlO.95 U19.9S .9.00 UO,I65 .51,503 .20,6.20 ItA 3,104,245 4,131, 3ft5 327,100 .841,sa6 .742,"7 .-91,191 U21.23 U73.S2 .-47.71 .2 U,017 U,01421 ltD 3,005,3" 3,004,849 -519 .600,756 .651,406 .50,651 U99.90 UOI.94 .').05 .0 ...... ......22 HE 656,575 753,621 ')7,053 .201,121 U61,065 US2,237 U11.06 .4".74 U50." U,,)71 U7,07it .33,09623 HI 5,279,566 5,711,776 432,210 U,174,3ft0 U,S67,211 U92,I71 U22.43 .261.23 •••10 .11,,)50 .60,845 .41,19524 HN 2,526,505 2,7lt4,174 211,369 .537,069 .1.,357 U01,217 .212.57 .290.53 .77.96 .7,637 U2I,793 U21,15625 ltD 2,847,192 3,167,638 320,446 .733,217 U,026,424 .293,137 .257.55 UlO .•O .53.25 .6ft,047 U31,951 .67,')0426 ttS 1,136,798 1,371,2')7 23ft ,499 U90,221 ts7S,426 UIS,205 .3ft3.26 .403.96 .60.69 U3,Osa .40 ,65ft U7,S9627 HT 443,136 474,619 30,773 U3ft,,)21 U76,I76 .41,941 U04.01 U36.03 U2.02 UO,331 .26,627 U6,29621 Me 3,765,655 4,094,925 32'),270 U,103,')19 U,591,M6 .417,626 .293.16 U76.03 .12." .23,845 .",901 U5,0562') ltD 371,697 284,163 -17 ,53ft .')5,521 .lO3,171 .1,3ft9 .256.99 U03.03 .46.04 U,959 .24,042 .20,08430 ME "9,112 962,395 73,213 n13,776 Ul1,OS2 "7,305 U06.70 U.O." t74.19 ts,l3ft .40,497 US,36331 MH 665,406 640,716 -24,690 U20,496 .25'),049 .38,5M U31.37 U91.04 U').67 .4,217 U4,733 UO,lt4632 NJ 5,279,721 4,951,663 -321,065 U,Ol1,526 .993,596 .-17,')30 U91.S9 U92.76 U.17 .0 .6,290 .6,2')033 NH 792,240 156,968 64,721 .233,625 U32,197 .98,572 .294.90 U69.')7 .75.01 U'),370 .35,122 U6,4S23ft NV "1,666 164,632 -17,03ft U67,Sl1 .257,156 .90,3ftS UI9.99 U.6.43 .96.lt4 .2,153 .20,323 n7,47035 NY 11,200,692 11,sa2,401 381,716 .2,772,452 U,730,,)74 .-41,471 .247.52 .225.66 .-21.16 .1,163 .72,469 .64,30536 OH 5,797,159 6,472,753 675,594 U,2Slt,193 n,167,720 .613,527 .216.35 U75.S1 U9.16 tz,357 .M,6S6 U2,29937 OK 1,683,795 1,156,011 172,223 ....65,938 .570,405 U04,467 tz76.72 tz".Sl U1.79 .24,121 .46,565 tz1,74338 OR 1,627,479 1,103,336 175,157 ....31,065 .596,439 U65,374 .26ft.16 U12.31 .47.45 UO,"l .53,136 .42,25539 PA 7,006,700 7,382,715 376,015 U,420,9IS U,9OS,I60 .417,175 U02.11 .246.03 .43.22 U,571 .6S,6ft9 .64,07140 RI 565,730 467,404 -91,326 U21,503 U24,4I7 U,984 .214.77 .251.47 .43.70 .0 to .041 sc 1,7.7,175 1,973,304 116,129 U32,653 .113,619 UIO,9" UM.OO U98.31 .lt4.31 U3,')sa .10,710 .56,12142 SO 363,..7 4.3,9M 4',117 "9,119 .15,,913 .61,103 .247.35 .351.23 UOI ... U,172 .24,550 .21,37143 TN 2,702,7M 2,955,610 252,M6 .696,079 U,093,6lt4 U97,565 .257.M .352.32 .94.71 U,OM .12,973 .10,91')lt4 TX 9,726,537 lO,319,712 593,175 U,sa6,232 .2,638,593 U2,361 U65.19 .243.41 .-22.42 .19,633 .99,071 .9,43945 UT .69,351 "0,330 10,979 U66,200 .217,113 .51,613 U91.11 .236.sa .45.40 U,OS2 ",364 .1,21246 VA 3,673,652 4,094,091 420,43') .191,306 U,lI3,031 .2M,725 .2lt4.53 U75.35 UO.12 U,MI U6,256 U2,70147 VI 55,411 2,415 -52,996 U3,045 U,921 .-31,124 .596.36 .719.24 U92." U2,561 .847 .-11,71341 VT 305,499 212,049 -23,450 .116,1')7 .130,177 .13,')11 .380.35 .457.63 .77.21 U,657 .1,150 .4,4934') VA -2,9sa,110 3,136,614 177,104 .694,666 .749,751 .55,015 .23ft.71 U25.63 .-9.15 U2,241 t74,221 U1,9I7
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COMPARISON OF LOOP BC"2 STUDY AREA FACTOR
TO ACTUAL USF DATA - 1995 PAYOUT

FIELDS: LOOPS, COSTS I USF EXPENSE ADJUSTNENTS
(1000)

2

2,"1,~O 3,OSS,418 253,51. 1627,... tl,012,587 13M, 779 1224.06 tl19.27 195.20 17,692 117,558 H9,166
1M,067 116,lIS 62,311 1261,734 tlt06,609 tl44,174 1347.09 1487.66 tl40.57 ..,033 134,457 125,424
2Sft,259 aa,718 28,459 191,537 1119,325 127,7• tl60.01 tl61.S6 tl.M 14,069 125,431 121,369.=-===...... ..•••••••••• =======-==_. =........... ==•••••••=== =•••••••••== =........ ======_.=.- •••_====-.-

146,264,039 114,419,294 1,225,255 135,322,940 "2,711,461 17,395,522 $241.50 $276.51 $35.01
1690,093 12,441,956 11,751,163

IJ8S ST-m

50 "I
51 W
52 MY

USF LOOPS PROXY LOOPS DIFF(PX-ACT)
USF UNSEPP PROXY UNSEPP

II RR DIFF(PX-ACT)
ACTUAL

CPL PROXY CPL DIFF(PX-ACT)
ACTUAL PROXY EXP

EXP AD..I AD..I
DIFF

(PX-ACTJ

••• ".E.C.A. WORK IN PROGRESS •••
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COMPARISON OF lOOP acN2 STUDY AREA FACTOR
TO ACTUAL USF DATA - 1995 PAYOUT

FIELDS: LOOPS, COSTS & USF EXPENSE ADJUSTMENTS
(toOO)

1

CHe-NAME

NO HOLD CO
ACE TELEPHONE ASSN
ALASKA PONER & TEL
ALL WEST COHM., lHe.
ALLTEL SERVICE CORP
ANERITECH
ARMSTR0H8 UTILITIES
ARVIG ENTERPRISES
aEEHIVE TELEPHONE
BELL ATLANTIC
aELLSOUTH TELECOM.
BENKElNAN TELEPHONE
aLACKFOOT TEL COOP
aREDA TELEPHONE CO
CAMERON TELEPHONE CO
CASCADE UTILITIES
CENTRAL UTAH Tel.
CENTURY TEL ENT INC
CHESTER TELEPHONE CO
CINCINNATI aELL
CITIZEN UTILITIES CO
CLEAR LAKE INDEP TEL

USF LOOPS

3,831,866
18,061

2,931
3,070

l,lS1,105
17,534,391

16,427
17,767

559
18,404,310
19,286,095

1,816
6,163
2,097
9,854

10,393
2,250

422,892
15,319

840,285
150,578

6,572

PROXY lOOPS

4,678,868
20,954
5,365
2,370

1,512,102
18,532,533

22,726
18,367

3,594
18,291,171
20,183,566

1,464
18,453

2,798
13,242
14,129

2,013
526,260

20,863
969,364
168,193

6,352

DIFF(PX-ACn

847,002
2,893
2,430

-700
360,997
998,142

6,299
600

3,035
-113,139
897,471

-352
12,290

701
3,388
3,736

-237
103,368

5,504
129,079

17,615
-220

USF UNSEPP
RR

$1,213,932
t5,004
$1,172

$991
t406,964

U,193,622
t4,571
U,409

t603
U,651,23S
'5,830,838

$945
u,osa

t701
t6,310
U,08'

t622
$167,384

U,646
$165,286

$63,036
$1,SM

PROXY UNSEPP
RR

t2,811,945
11O,CJ14
U,605
12,813

1747,434
$4,005,171

$15,978
tl1,882
$1,889

14,046,023
$6,424,625

$629
$6,311
12,533

113,482
19,317
tl,463

t2CJ1,62'
111,737

$217,885
184,4S1

$3,078

DIFF(PX-ACn

U,598,013
U,91O
'4,433
$1,822

'340,470
'811,549
'11,407
$6,473
$1,286

U94,788
U93,787

'-315
$3,294
$1,833
'7,172
'6,238

'841
$124,236

'8,090
U2,599
t21,416
$1,493

ACTUAL
CPL

$316.80
'277.07
U99.34
U22.74
$353.54
$182.14
$278.25
$304.43

$1,079.43
$198.39
U02.33
'520.10
'496.13
$334.08
$640.34
'296.33
$276.S1
U95.81
$237.41
$196.70
$418.63
$241. 08

PROXY CPl

,sa5.16
U23.98

$1,132.46
$1,165.sa

$469.13
$208.78
'''7.05
$630.59

$1,283.21
'211.39
U08.30
$438.12
U36.77
t904.88

$1,004.08
$629.33
$641.65
t535.34
$547.29
$218.01
U03.64
t475.84

DIFF (PX -ACTJ

'268.36
'246.91
$133.13
$842.84
t115.59
t26.65

U88.80
U26.15
$203.78

$13.00
U.97

$-81.98
-159.36
'570.79
U63.74
U33.00
U65.14
t139.53
U09.88
$21.31
t85.02

t234.77

ACTUAL
EXP ADJ

$168,757
t262
t232
$103

$63,384
to

t265
$252
U29

t4,222
$48,738

U08
'934
'70

t2,559
$150
t43

$40,884
$0
$0

$14,305
$1

PROXY EXP
ADJ

'946,484
$3,022
$2,672
$1,516

$177,'09
to

$6,288
'4,367

$971
$19,354
$23,492

t119
U34

$1,213
$6,815
U,424

$sa7
$94,081
U,625

$979
$21,290

$735

DIFF
PX-Acn

'777,726
t2,760
12,440
$1,413

$113,625
I'

16,023
14,115

1641
tl5,132

1-25,247
1-189
$-600

$1,143
t4,256
$3,274

1544
153,197

$3,625
1979

$6,9M
1734

••• M.E.C.A. WORK IN PROGRESS •••
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COMPARISON OF LOOP BC"2 STUDY AREA fACTOR
TO ACTUAL USf DATA - 1"5 PAYOUT

FIELDS: LOOPS, COSTS & USf EXPENSE ADJUST"ENTS
(t000)

2

CHe-NAME

COLONIAL TEL COMPANY
CRAW-KAM TELEPHONE
CROSS TEL CO
DELL TELEPHONE CO-OP
DOBSON TEL CO
DUNKIRK & FREDONIA
E. RITTER COMM. INC.
E.N.".R. TEL. COOP.
ECKLES UTILITIES CO
E"PIRE TEL CORP
FAIL INC
FAR"ERS MUTUAL TEL
FIDELITY TELEPHONE
FILER ItUTUAL TEL.
FRONTIER CORP
GENESEO TELEPHONE CO
GOLDEN WEST TELECOMM
GRAND RIVER ItUTUAL
GREAT PLAINS COMM.
GREEN HILLS TEL CORP
GTE CORPORATION
HAT ISLAND TELEPHONE

USF lOOPS

3,23'
14,607
10,15'

883
10 ,.""lO,.sa
',657

10,817
11,507
11,505
13,201
4,009

12,.26
2,423

882,157
10,147
20,'"
20,277
25,'1'

3,274
15,57','84

',637

PROXY LOOPS

7,6.'
17,.71
17,164
1,.37

15,'38
',US

13,434
11,917
13,104
12,'84
1',109
5,047

17,594
3,183

'.7,886
12,638
25,4'1
21,755
2',410
4,079

1.,094,700
2,940

DIFFIPX-Acn

4,450
3,264
7,005

954
5,039

-2,443
3,777
1,100
1,597
1,47'
5,988
1,038
4,768

760
105,729

2,4'1
4,792
1,47.
2,492

80S
2,514,716

-6,697

USf UNSEPP
RR

$1,303
t4,013
14,798
12,610
16,683
U,S"
13,475
17,'7'
12,792
14,140
U,lSl
u,14e
14,075

1714
1195,.24

12,433
17,'55
$6,170
1',933
11,231

14,720,543
14,603

PROXY UNSEPP
RR

",no
",064
$9,275
t2,9S5
$9,220
14,043

$10,2'1
16,551
$','94
",25G

tl3,173
t4,221
1',746
U,'71

131',379
$6,458

tl4,796
$9,51'

$1',943
14,341

15,981,98'
tl,240

DIFFIPX-Acn

17,.2.
15,051
14,47.

1345
12,537
12,477
t6,a06

1-1,427
14,202
15,110

110,022
13,0.1
14,671
13,157

U23,SSS
14,025
16,842
13,34.

110,011
13,117

11,261,442
1-3,3'3

ACTUAL
CPl

$402.1.
1274.74
$472.24

$2,'SS.a7
1613.22
U44.20
1359.81
1737.61
$242.63
1359.88
1238.70
1284.35
1317.72
$294 .•6
1221 . .,.,
1239.73
1384.29
1304 .29
1344.65
$376.05
1302.9'
1477 .63

PROXY CPL

ti,180.37
1482.'2
1553.25

11,267.45
15"".20
$416.67
1756.83
1540.68
ISl7.47
1698.12
1681.52
1.26.83
14'5.88

U,417.30
1310.14
1507.62
tssa.a2
1435.02
$659.51

tl,040 ••7
1318.85
1304.43

DIFF IPX-ACT J

$77•. 1.
1208.0.
181.00

-1688.4
1-14.02
1272.47
13'7.02
-196.94
1274.84
1338.24
1442.•3
1542.48
117•. 16
1122.44

188.16
1267.89
1174.53
1130.73
1314.16
1664 .•2
U5 .•6

-173.19

ACTUAL
EXP ADJ

1360
171

U,3S7
$1,763
12,60'

to
1517

13,5""
$18

1581
to

131
1346

159
12,684

10
$1,400

1367
$1,054

1201
$188,'56

$1,326

PROXY EXP
ADJ

14,941
t2,444
12,772
tl,739
13,009

1947
14,383
$2,151
U,965
13,725
15,171
U,'24
12,202
12,085

154,468
U,680
14,755
U,'2I
t7,205
12,260

1393,605
$194

DIff
IPX~ACTJ

14,SN
$2,373
$1,414

1-24
1400
1947

13,165
1-1,44'

U,947
13,144
15,171
U,'93
U,'S6
$2,026

t51,784
U,680
13,355
U,461
16,151
$Z,OS'

$204,94'
1-1,132
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CONPARISON OF LOOP 8CH2 STUDY AREA FACTOR 3
TO ACTUAL USF DATA - 19'5 PAYOUT

FIELDS: LOOPS, COSTS & USF EXPENSE ADJUSTHENTS
(t000)

USF UNSEPP PROXY lI'tSEPP
CHe-MAHE USF LOOPS PROXY LOOPS DIFF(p)(-ACn RR RR

HECTOR COHN CORP 6,056 6,680 624 tz,261 $1,917
HONE TEL CO OF NE 1,194 9H -206 U71 $1,109
tUlTEl SYSTEMS 1O,S47 13,703 3,1S6 $4,014 $','73
I T C 15,411 20,945 5,534 $1,456 $10,423
IAHa TELEPHONE 1,52' 2,319 790 $574 $2,0"
IMLAND TELEPHONE CO 2,241 4,665 2,424 $1,425 M,'73
INTERSTATE TELECOHH. 1,S90 11,946 3,356 $2,575 $7,595
INTERSTATE 35 Tel CO 1,686 3,070 1,314 $"1 '2,611
KANOKLA TEL. ASSOC. 3,367 4,625 1,2Sa $1,774 U,207
KASSON & ttAHTORVILE 2,ISI 4,052 1,llJit $679 $2,137
LARSON UTILITIES IHe 2,074 1,509 -565 $SlJ5 $1,011
LAVACA TELPHONE CO. 2,607 3,974 1,367 $619 $2,161
LINCOLN TEL. & TELE. 243,125 262,200 19,075 $46,103 $12,763
LOW COUNTRY TEL. CO. 42,3S1 24,630 -17,721 tl4,2lJit tlJ,Sl7
LOWlY TELEPHONE CO 1,170 1,021 -149 $347 $1,133
LYNCH TEL. CORP. 10,124 14,256 3,532 $1 ,6lJit $11,134
HAIEL COOP. TEL. CO. 1,592 1,607 15 $S50 U,3lJit
MANKATO CITIZENS TEL 40,191 3I,9sa -1,233 tlJ,M2 $15,936
HeCOOK COOPERATIVE 1,274 2,131 1S1 $460 $2,512
METAHaRA TEL. CO. 6,6n 10 ,119 3,531 $1,579 $S,1l5
MID-SOUTH TELECON !i,165 6,777 912 $1,941 .5,711
HIDSTATE TELEPHONE 1,531 1,680 149 $412 .737

ACTUAL ACTUAL PROXY EXP DIFF
DIFFCPX-ACn CPL PROXY CPL DIFFCPlt-AtTl EXP AD.I ADJ (p)(-ACn

$1,656 U73.32 $S70.66 $197.34 $311 $1,296 "01
$131 $l16.44 $1,013.53 $157.10 $26 .sa3 $557

$S,H9 UI1.24 $700.11 $l12.17 $774 '4,052 $l,271
$6,967 $224.23 $490.67 $266.44 $0 $2,625 $2,625
$1,521 $l75.11 $192.00 $S16.13 .,3 $"2 $1,.
$l,MI $6H.93 $1,213.76 $637.13 $S74 $2,504 $1,930
$S,020 $299.72 $631.73 $l39.01 .,6 $2,705 $2,"9
$2,010 $161.55 $131.15 '471.29 $17 $1,196 $1,109
$1,432 $S26.9I $..2.sa $155.60 $SIS 11,217 $669
11,4SlJ $231.41 $511.17 $211.46 to $600 $600

M05 $217.10 $7H.84 $441.73 $31 $168 $131
$2,241 $237.41 $721.93 $484.52 to $1,116 $1,116

$25,960 tl92.S1 $270.67 $71.16 $0 $0 to
t-4,707 $331.45 U71.76 t34.31 tl,SIS $1,200 $-318

$787 $296.44 $1,040.74 $744.29 $34 $S91 $563
U,440 $717.42 t749.45 $12.03 U,505 $4,730 $1,225

tl44 $345.31 $164.03 $nl.66 $65 $657 $S92
$6,3lJit $237.41 U73.22 $135.11 to U,5H U,535
$2,052 U61.11 $1,115.78 $7M." $69 tl,HO $1,211
$1,n6 $237.41 $484.n $247.10 $0 tl,26S $1,265
U,840 $330.93 $169.27 $"31.34 $315 '2,640 $2,215

$125 $269.03 U34.59 $65.56 tlJ $164 $155
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